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In the Matter of

Amendment of Part 61 of the
Commission's Rules to Require
Quality of ServiCe Standards in
Local Exchange Carrier Tariffs

RECEIVED

RErLY OF mE AMERIIECH OPERATING COM})ANIES

The Ameritech Operating Companiesl ( the "Companies") submit these

reply comments on the petition for rulemaking filed by the International

Communications Association and the Consumer Federation of America

(hereafter jointly referred to as '1CA/CFA" or ''Petitioners'').

The Companies are in complete agreement with the points made by all the

parties opposing the petition.2 The petitiort is defective in that 'it merely restates

arguments that were previously made by the Petitioners and rejected by the

Commission in the price cap proceeding. Moreover, it reiterates an issue raised

by the pending application for review filed with resPect to the Common Carrier

Bureau's order implementing the price cap reporting requirements.3

1 The Ameritech Operating Companies are: Dlinois Bell Telephone Company, Indiana Bell
Telephone, Incorporated, Michigan Bell Telephone Company, The Ohio Bell Telephone Company,
and Wisconsin Bell, Inc.

2 The petition was opposed by Bell Atlantic, BellSouth, GTE, MCI, NYNEX, Pacific Bell
and Nevada Bell, Rochester Telephone, Southern New England Telephone Company, Southwestern
Bell, United, USTA, US West, and the Ameritech Operating Companies.

3 In the Mltter of Policy and Rules Concerning Rates for Dominant Carriers, CC Docket No.
87-313, Memorandum Opinion and Order, DA 91~19, (released May 17, 1991) ("Bureau Order"). The
application for review was filed by TeA (a supporter of Petitioners in this proceeding) and joined by
the Petitioners as well as by AOAPSO and IDCMA, also supporters of Petitioners in this proceeding.
Thus, Petitioners, and all the parties supporting Petitioners in this proceeding, have joined in an
application for review that has raised the same issue before the Commission and which is still
pending.
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Nonetheless, Petitioners claim that the petition is justified by the

"fundamentally changed circumstances resulting from newly available

information."4 Those "changed circumstances," according to Petitioners, are the

responses of local exchange carriers ("LECs") to a Congressional inquiry regarding

service quality s~andards. Those responses, however, contained information

which, for the most part, was already known to the industry. In other words, that

"newly available information" is information that has been available to the

industry for some time.

Moreover, the provision of that information to Congress has no bearing on

the Commission's decision to avoid becoming involved in disputes that would

require it to estab~ish de facto national service standards. As the Bureau noted:

It appears likely that a requirement that interstate tariffs
include service quality standards would lead to various
challenges of the standards so filed, with the result that
the Commission would be expected to rule upon the
acceptability of these standards, and probably to enforce
them. This i~ tantamount to establishing national
standards ...5

Although Petitioners and their supporters deny that it is their intent that

the Commission establish national standards, their comments speak otherwise.

The Petitioners admit

that the Commission could be asked to rule upon the
reasonableness of, and perhaps to enforce, tariffed quality
of service standards. The users which comprise the Joint
Petitioners will themselves oppose a tariff revision which
set an unacceptably low standard for service quality.6

4 Petition at 2.

5 Bureau Order at , 44.

6 Petition at 16.

-2-



Further, they admit "the small potential that the Commission could become

involved in disputes over service quality standards."7 With standards already

known and available to the industry, Petitioners' desire to bring standards into a

more formalized regulatory process apPears sPecifically designed to involve the

Commission in national standards-setting. Petitioners' discussion of the

''benchmarking'' benefits of tariffed standards can mean only that it is their intent

that a set of minimum reasonable standards be imposed by the Commission.

Moreover, Petitioners' supporters admit their intent to involve the

Commission in the standard-setting process. TCA, for example, notes "such

tariffing would enable users and the Commission to 'benchmark' 'carriers and

identify any companies that have unreasonably low standards."8 IDCMA states

that high sPeed transmission "requires that local exchange carriers provide

comparable performance for the critical 1ast mile' links between users and

interexchange carriers' points of presence."9 ITAA contends that "the

Commission should prohibit carriers from adopting service quality standards

which are at extreme variance with the LECs' internal'standards" and that

"'benchmarking' between carriers ... will help ensure that LECs establish and

maintain meaningful quality of service standards."lO Thus, it is clear that the

incorporation of service quality standards into the tariff process will necessarily

involve the Commission in the determination of industry standards.

7 ld. at 17.

8 TeA at 4. Moreover, TeA would expand the list of standards to be included in tariffs
beyond those sought by the Petitioners. TeA at 5.

9 IDCMA at 3. (Emphasis added.)

10 ITAAaU.
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Moreover, neither the Petitioners nor their supporters have made a case

showing why such significant Commission involvement is necessary. No.

evidence has been cited by any party to show that the LECs' networks are

deteriorating or that the quality of the LECs' services is slipping. Thus, Petitioners

have failed to provide adequate justification for the Commission to deviate from

its prior refusal to require that price cap carrier service quality standards be

included in tariffs. The petition, therefore, should be denied.

Respectfully submitted,

~p~
Floyd S. Keene
Michael S. Pabian
Attorneys for the

Ameritech Operating Companies
Room 4H76
2000 West Ameritech Center Drive
Hoffman Estates, IL 60196-1025
(708) 248-6044

Dated: July 13, 1992
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Audrey L. J:Iankel, do hereby certify that a copy of the reply

comments of the Ameritech Operating Companies has been mailed this 13th

day of July, 1992, by first-class mail, postage prepaid, to the parties on the

attached service list:



/

Charles H. Kennedy
Michael D. Lowe
Bell Atlantic
1710 H Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

Richard McKenna HQE03J36
GTE Service Corporation
P.O. Box 152092
Irving, TX 75015-2092

James L. Casserly
Herbert E. Marks

Attorneys for Independent Data
Communications Manufacturers
Association, Inc.

Squire, Sanders &r Dempsey
1201 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
P.O. Box 407
Washington, DC 20044

Michael F. Hydock
MO Telecommunications Corporation
1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

James P. Tuthill
Lucille M. Mates
Pacific Bell and Nevada Bell
140 New Montgomery St., Rm. 1526
San Francisco, CA 94105

William B. Barfield
A. Kirven Gilbert III
BellSouth
Suite 1800
1155 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30367-6000

Gail L. Polivy
GTE Service Corporation
Suite 1200
1850 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Joseph P. Markoski
David Alan Nail
Attomeys for Information
Technology Association of America

Squire, Sanders &r Dempsey
1201 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
P.O. Box 407
Washington, DC 20044

Mary McDermott
Carlos J. Sandoval
NYNEX
120 Bloomingdale Road
White Plains, NY 10605

James L. Wurtz
Pacific Bell and Nevada Bell
1275 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20004



}ames S. Turbek
Michael J. Shortley, III
Rochester Telephone Corporation
180 South Ointon Avenue
Rochester, NY 14646

Durward D. Dupre
Richard C. Hartgrove
Thomas A. Pajda
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
1010 Pine Street, Room 2114
St. Louis, MO 63101

Lawrence E. Sargeant
}ames T. Hannon
V S West Communications, Inc.
Suite 700
1020 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Jay C. Keithley
United Telephone Companies
Suite 1100
1850 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Rochelle D. Jones
Southern New England Telephone Co.
227 Church Street
New Haven, CT 06510-1806

R. Michael Senkowski
Jeffrey S. Linder
Tele-Communications Association
1717 K Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

Martin T. McCue
U.S. Telephone Association
900 19th St., NW, Suite 800
Washington, DC 20006-2105

W. Richard Morris
United Telephone Companies
P.O. Box 11315
Kansas City, MO 64112


